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Muadh Mohamed Akil, a native and citizen of Yemen, petitions for review
of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an

immigration judge’s decision denying his applications for asylum, withholding of
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removal and relief under the Convention Against Torture. We have jurisdiction
under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence, Nagoulko v. INS, 333
F.3d 1012, 1015 (9th Cir. 2003), and we deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s determination that Akil has not
established an objective well-founded fear based on his political opinion as being
adverse to the views of Islamic fundamentalists in Yemen because his fear is
speculative and because the source of the future persecution is unknown. See id. at
1018; see also Castro-Perez v. Gonzales, 409 F.3d 1069, 1072 (9th Cir. 2005).
Therefore Akil’s asylum claim fails.

Because Akil failed to establish eligibility for asylum, he failed to show
eligibility for withholding of removal. See Ramadan v. Gonzales, 479 F.3d 646,
658 (9th Cir. 2007) (per curiam).

Substantial evidence also supports the agency’s determination that Akil
failed to establish it is more likely than not that he would be tortured if he returned
to Yemen. See Zhang v. Ashcroft, 388 F.3d 713, 721-22 (9th Cir.2004).

Because we address the merits of Akil’s asylum claim, his due process
contention regarding errors in the BIA’s time bar finding is moot.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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